In short, as the rich ate themselves sick, they at the same time disencumbered themselves of the constraints of what E P Thompson has called the "moral economy" of traditional society, which required the lord to stand by the peasant in time of need-and even to share that need (the lord could not hoard corn while his subjects starved; only his last loaf might he deny them).9 In both instances, the new urban bourgeoisie subjectively perceived the exact opposite: in regard to their diet, they imagined, on the strength of discoveries concerning protein structures by such scientists as Justus von Liebig, that their prodigious meat consumption habits represented the epitome of a healthy diet; at the same time, they saw themselves as the very embodiment of the Age of Enlightenment, and hence of humane kindness-while ignoring the misery around them.
The Counter-Movement: Lebensreform This attitude inevitably engendered a reaction. Enlightened citizens concerned with questions of social justice, including not only intellectuals, but also craftspeople and literate workers, responded with a counter-movement for a "moral physiology" for temperance, natural health and vegetarianism, linked to the emerging groups pressing for social reform.
Beginning during the 1820s and 1830s and continuing as part of the revolutions of 1848, this drive for change grew rapidly during the second half of the nineteenth century. By the last decade of the century, it had developed into a real "mass movement", complete with numerous associations and magazines.'0 It was in effect the first example of what we would today call the "new social movements"-a secular movement arising from within bourgeois society, parallel to, and sharing important points of contact with, the rising workers' movement of the era. In the United States and Great Britain, the temperance associations were its main early manifestation; in Germany and neighbouring countries, natural-health and vegetarian associations were also very prominent.11
None the less, it was in Britain that the first vegetarian societies were founded, in 1847; by that time, the "modern sensitivity" toward nature had been growing for some 300 years. Regard for the welfare of animals, originating in utilitarian concems, had rapidly assumed a "humane" aspect as well. Not only horses and pets benefited; even the search for a method of gathering honey without wiping out the entire bee hive-the traditional practice-was reportedly motivated as much by concern for the insects as by economic considerations. 12 But it was only now that the term "vegetarianism" was coined. The German term "Naturheilkunde"-literally, "the science of natural healing"-had appeared during the 1850s; during the latter part of the century, its adherents often termed themselves "vegetarianists",13 while its medical practitioners began to use the designation '"physiotherapist"';'4 their practice included, in addition to diet, the use of water, exercise and air-bath cures. The narrower use of the term physiotherapy in the twentieth century with reference to treatment through physical exercise is testimony to its origins in the natural-health movement.
We will use the term "Lebensreformer"-"life-reformers"-to refer to the entire interlinked network which included supporters of vegetarianism and a healthy diet, opponents of alcohol, and members of the natural healing movements, although the term Lebensreform did not come into use in Central Europe until the end of the nineteenth century, and, strictly speaking, referred only to the more radical critics of modem civilization of that period. The term is none the less justified in retrospect, as it adequately describes the common denominator of its various component parts; and the use of a German term is appropriate, since the life-reform movement and the natural-health subculture were nowhere as strongly organized as in the German Empire. Testimony to this are such English loan-words as "Kneipp-sandals" or "Rucksack", the latter an indispensible accoutrement of the "Wandervdger', who, too, were Lebensreformer. But the Swiss dialect word "Musli", given to us by Bircher-Benner, is perhaps the best-known of all.15
Even if the name was coined after the 1848 Revolution, the German natural-health movement itself arose during the 1830s, and was pitted against the growing rationalism in the medical sciences. It was an era of vibrant self-confidence and assertion for the homoeopathic practitioners challenging the hegemonic claims of university medicine, which they denounced as "Schulmedizin" ("school-medicine" -a term used to this day by natural-health advocates); instead, they harked back to older healing traditions.16
The fact that it was not simplistically anti-rationalistic is demonstrated by its connections with the philosophical traditions of the Enlightenment of the previous century and with the critical thought inherent in it, particularly the back-to-nature views of JeanJacques Rousseau (1712 Rousseau ( -1778 According to the theory of humoral pathology, upon which much of medical practice up to the nineteenth century had been based until Rudolf Virchow's cell pathology revolutionized medical thinking,'9 the key to health was a finely tuned balance of the four bodily fluids: blood, phlegm, and yellow and black bile, while a poor mixture of these was the result of a wrong way of living, which thus opened the door to illness. Illness was an expression of physiological and psychological disharmonies, and a symptom of the body's struggle to restore a healthy balance. Therapies included fasting, sweating, increasing the quantity of urine through herbal teas, exercise, bloodletting, various bath therapies, and enemas; overdoses and harmful side-effects were to be avoided. In the area of nutrition, whole-grain bread, raw vegetables and fruits were the key elements.20 These theories implied that the physically and nutritionally right way of life was also morally the right way-"a sound mind in a healthy body".
In the 1820s, the German farmer Vincenz PrieBnitz (1799-1851) began practising the which made natural health so generally popular by the late nineteenth century that it is appropriate to speak of a true mass movement for natural health, which attracted members from all strata of society, including the workering class.23
Vegetarianism and Abstentionism Within this mass movement, the strict-vegetarians emerged as a definable, radical tendency around the turn of the century, basing their theories on Pythagorean teachings (after the ancient Greek sect named after the philosopher Pythagoras), which had advocated ethical vegetarianism and rejected animal sacrifice.24 This tendency appeared throughout the Lebensreform spectrum. Whereas religious or even merely hygienic concepts had predominated during the first half of the century-the groups formed in Britain in 1847 had been founded by dissident Protestant church members-by the late nineteenth century in Germany and Switzerland (probably to a greater degree than in the USA or Britain) Lebensreform became a kind of secular religion with firm ethical principles-more precisely, a kind of secularized protestantism.25 Many supporters were probably primarily motivated by considerations of their own health, with hygiene becoming a kind of secular purification: purity instead of religion was the basis for the social order.
An early advocate of this trend was the independent Protestant preacher Eduard Baltzer (1814-1887), who marshalled hygienic, ethical and economic arguments against meateating. Only a society which refrained from eating meat could, he argued, bring about lasting peace, since a diet of animal flesh increased the propensity to aggression. He attributed the origins of both militarism and "unrestrained domination by sexual urges" to overindulgence in meat, citing ideas presented by writers such as the medieval mystic Hildegard of Bingen among others. 26 Thus, when Max Bircher-Benner started his career, he did so at a time of heated debate within the mass movement for vegetarianism and natural healing.
These more "fundamentalist" strict-vegetarian groups were less numerous than the adherents of the broad Lebensreform spectrum in general; their agenda included not only self-determined, natural healing and a healthy lifestyle, but Various natural-health magazines were founded during and after the Revolution of 1848, often surviving only a few years, and then later resurrected under new names.29 In 1872 the first natural health association was founded in Saxony; in 1883 it expanded nationally and was renamed the Deutscher Verein fur Naturheilkunde und volksverstandliche Gesundheitspflege (German Association for Natural Healing and Popularly Comprehensible Health Care). Finally, in 1888, a federation of all the natural-health associations in the country was created under the name Deutscher Bund fir Gesundheitspflege und arzneilose Heilweise (German League for Health Care and Healing without Medication). It produced the magazine Naturarzt; and in certain years, a Naturarzt-Kalender appeared. In 1897, this directory listed some 58,000 members of natural-health associations in more than 450 towns throughout the German Empire; the chapter presidents came from all strata of society, while the 301 lecturers were for the most part teachers and merchants.30
The membership increased steadily until the beginning of World War I, and by 1913 the natural-health associations organized in the Deutscher Bund had a total of 148,000 members. The previous year, the 25 That the vegetarians' influence on society, during the period shortly before and after World War I, was much greater than these figures indicate can be seen from Berlin address books, which list numerous vegetarian restaurants.33 And although Germany's vegetarian movement was strong, there were others that equalled it. In 1889, the International Vegetarian Society was founded and constituted as the international umbrella organization of the world's vegetarians. The movement continued unabated after World War I. The Eighth International Vegetarian Congress was held from 9 to 16 July 1932 with more than 500 delegates at the vegetarian colony in Oranienburg, which by then went under the name Obstbaukolonie Eden (Eden Orchard Colony), and thus reached its zenith.34
While the members of the more "radical" vegetarianist movement were for the most part intellectuals from the larger cities, those of the more widespread natural-health associations included many people from the traditional middle classes in the smaller provincial towns: some 30 per cent of the members were craftsmen, 25 per cent were workers, while merchants and government officials each made up around 15 per cent (1908-1912 figures) .35 Members of the more conservative educated classes tended to gravitate to the so-called Hygienevereine (hygienic associations), loyal to the imperial regime, such as the physician-dominated Deutsche Verein fur offentliche Gesundheit (German Association for Public Health). This has led to the charge that the "bourgeois" Hygienevereine were merely a sinister form of social control or, as Ute Frevert puts it, a 'fursorgliche Belagerung"-a caring siege-attack against the lower classes by the elite.36 In fact, as the use of the term Hygienekalender for the registers of the Naturheilvereine indicates, there was no such clear distinction between "progressive" plebeian naturalhealth associations on the one hand and a patrician Hygienebewegung doing the bidding of the Prussian repressive apparatus on the other.37 To some extent, the difference was functional-the hygienic associations were, for instance, concerned with the building of modern sewage systems. At the philosophical level, however, the entire movement must be seen as a forerunner of our ecological movement today, with both honest reformers and reactionaries present throughout the spectrum.38
The divisions which did exist within the movement, particularly that caused by the emergence of a vegetarian/abstentionist wing as described above-were philosophical and increasingly political, but only to a limited degree socially definable. Whatever their motives, they were, in the eyes of their opponents, doing the devil'si.e., the brewers'-work, for the main target of the abstentionists and women's rights advocates was the "mandatory drinking" rule in the franchise pubs of Germany's "alcohol-capitalists": the franchising breweries had forbidden the innkeepers to serve even a plate of soup without a tankard of beer. This abstentionist tendency must be seen as merely another aspect of the same radical wing of the Lebensreformer, with many individuals engaged in both areas.
The Movement brings forth "Charismatic Leaders" Although the membership figures in the natural health associations reached their peak around 1913, the high point of the movement came at the turn of the century, when lay practitioners and physicians such as Kneipp, Lahmann, Kellogg, Bircher-Benner and others emerged as the charismatic heroes of natural health and vegetarianism. These pioneers of healthy living have left us not only such treatments as Kneipp's cold-water methods, but also such well-known pillars of good nutrition as Bircher-Musli, Graham or Lieken whole-grain breads and Kellogg's comflakes, which were created in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century and rapidly became famous.40 The level of general recognition of these men was such that their teachings have been passed on down the generations, and through other "oral traditions" as well, so that they constitute a lasting counter-culture of body-awareness.
Although the fragmentary evidence, the poor sources and the bias of written history have led many who sympathize with the ideas of pioneers like Bircher-Benner to imagine them as lonely heroes in the darkest of times, the history outlined above shows that the situation was in fact quite different. In fact, their work is unimaginable without the "mass movement" around them, and they would never have acquired the esteem they did without the selfless help of the Lebensreformer, many of whom were women, including the pioneers' wives, sisters, nieces, etc. Mrs Kellogg, for example, founded a school of home economics and published articles about the rational management of housework. Her writings were thus part of the discourse of the first wave of feminism, in which women 39 cleanliness to the detriment of spiritual purity, for, as a surgeon and admirer of Louis Pasteur, he knew about the dangers of bacteria.45 Yet he and his younger followers never abandoned the Adventists' ideas of a simple life and a conservative Utopia, and kept to their ideas about purity and health, which were rooted in a concept of moral physiology not unlike that of the Ancients. They, too, were preoccupied with balance and harmony, order and unity, interpreting sickness as a sign of physiological, spiritual, and social or moral imbalances.
As late as the 1890s, German Social Democrats, imbued with the rationalism that gave rise to the term "scientific socialism", tended to sympathize most with the established scientific schools of medicine. None the less, the Lebensreform movements were in close contact with the other social movements of the day, and there was a clear "natural sisterhood" between working-class movements and natural-health associations, such as 41 Hauswirtschafterin, 1908. the alliance between women's movements and groups against alcohol abuse among workers. These points of common interest led to a dovetailing of the two movements around the turn of the century, a process symbolized by the action of the socialist publichealth advocate and physician August Forel (1848-1931), who gave up his professorship in Zurich in 1897 to have more time for work in the anti-alcohol movement. By 1903, "esoteric" and natural-health lectures were an unquestioned part of the curriculum in Rosa Luxemburg's Party School in Berlin. 46 With the growth of the Lebensreform movement during the first decade of the new century, the Social Democrats came to accept it. In 1910, SPD Reichstag Deputy Stucklen defended patients' right to the practitioner of their choice under the national health insurance system, which ensured access to lay practitioners and so-called physiotherapists on an equal basis with academically trained doctors.47
In 1928, the communist physician and writer Friedrich Wolf (1888-1953), who wrote the play Cyankali (Cyanide) against repressive anti-abortion laws, published a book on natural health in which he referred to the tradition of humoral pathology.48 Most of the socalled physiotherapists shared with the utopian socialists, and others who upheld the essentially pre-capitalist notion of a moral economy with its communitarian values, the idea that we live in a finite world where the profits of the few are gained at the expense of the many. It therefore followed that self-interest was a destructive impulse to be kept in check, either through individual moderation and self-control, or through an elaborate network of reciprocal social controls. The ancient Greek philosophers advocated the same values when they preached sophrosyne (temperance, moderation) as one of the cardinal virtues of civilized life. 49 This is an aspect which has not yet been given the attention it deserves in the history of medicine, because established scholars tend to misinterpret the quest for harmony and purity within alternative medicine as an expression of simple, irrational backwardness, while many socially-critical thinkers see it as a manifestation of a "repressive" bourgeois society. We propose an alternative interpretation, stressing the affinities between medical and social thinking, between the idea of a just, moral economy and that of the Lebensreformer's moral physiology, with each nourishing the other.
The world-view based on the forces of nature and its cyclical changes, with its model of a hierarchical society rooted in values of moderation and harmonious living, had lost much of its explanatory power in the nineteenth century. It had been called into question by the dramatic rise of capitalism in the nineteenth-century West, when rapid economic growth, urbanization and industrialization created new opportunities and new wealth. The "revolution at the table"50 described at the outset, with its differing kinds of malnourishment for the poor and the rich, reflected a new wealth of production which also 46 The core of Bircher-Benner's therapeutic programme was his dietary plan, which promoted raw food and carbohydrates over cooked food and animal protein, i.e. greens and vegetables rather than bread and meat. He called this a revolutionary diet, and that it was, because, first, it turned prevalent bourgeois culinary values upside down, and second, it contradicted the medical thinking of the day, which stressed the value of animal protein above all else.
Not surprisingly, the medical establishment reacted with horror, when Bircher-Benner first presented his ideas in 1900 to the local medical association. But although his dietetic notions were treated as heresy and quackery by his colleagues, he stood firm, claiming that his ideas were based on the latest discoveries in natural science, particularly the second law of thermodynamics, which stipulates an energy loss with each transformation. 56 Bircher-Benner reasoned that anything eaten raw had a higher energy and therefore nutritive value than anything cooked, and that with each further process, the value decreased even more. Essential for his argument was the fact that plants can transform energy (sunlight) directly into carbohydrates. He later singled out green leaves as the "key to the whole mystery of nutrition and nutritive value"-a fact which every schoolchild today learns in the first biology lesson-and he called fruit "sunlight food"; to both, he attributed the power to stimulate and strengthen the body's inherent healing power.57 Like his contemporaries in the life-reform, natural healing and temperance movements, he spoke out against canned and industrially processed foods, including white flour, polished rice and refined sugar. He also condemned coffee, tea, chocolate and other "stimulants" in the most unambiguous terms.
Without aligning himself with the vegetarians, Bircher-Benner did his best to fight the religion of red meat so prevalent at the time. A talented polemicist, he attacked meat as being like soot-caked coal in a furnace belching fumes-a dirty and inefficient energy source.58 Meat had been held in especially high regard since Justus von Liebig, Carl Voit and Max Pettenkofer established the basic principles of metabolism and devised methods of nutritional accounting which seemed to prove that it was the most efficient source of energy and therefore necessary for the working man and all those who lived active lives. Although the scientific basis of these ideas has long been disproved, even nineteenth-century thinking about gender and food. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, in his pedagogical novel Emile, had developed a clearly gendered view of food. While he assigned meat and spirits to his male hero, Emile, his sweet-natured and obedient future wife, Sophie, was said to have a predilection for cereals, milk and sweets, but "much less so for meat". And she never touched wine or spirits. As Rousseau explained: she stuck strictly to the taste "peculiar to her sex." Moreover, she ate very little.61
To be sure, this equation of femininity and masculinity, respectively, with different types of food was never developed into any kind of programme nor even strictly adhered to in everyday routine. But Bircher-Benner's ideas, as outlined in his Kurze Grundziige der Erndhrungs-Therapie auf Grund der Energie-Spannung der Nahrung (Brief fundamentals of nutritional therapy on the basis of the energetic tension in food) published in Berlin in 1903, were translated into delicious menus by his sisters Alice Bircher and Berta Brupbacher-Bircher who were in charge of the kitchen at the clinic. The menus and the cuisine were later adapted by his daughter Ruth Kunz-Bircher.67 These menus put into practice the reformist critique of the symbolic order of bourgeois cuisine by inverting it. Everyday meals of the rich at the turn of the century started with a plate of steaming soup or broth, followed by the main course, a cooked dish combining meat, cereals or potatoes and vegetables, and possibly some salad as an accompaniment to be eaten more for variety and pleasure than for its nutritive value. As late as 1882, such experts as the Swiss Federal Inspector of Industries, a physician by profession who had read the relevant scholarly literature of the day, classed vegetables and salads as stimulants, whose main value lay in their salt and acid content! A dessert of either fruit or cake or cream concluded the correct meal. 68 Bircher-Benner's menus, on the other hand, begin with a bowl of fresh fruit or some Musli. This was followed by a plate of raw vegetables as the main course before a cooked dish was served, which might or might not have been vegetarian. Only the last dish, the dessert, remained unchanged, both in order and in its ingredients. The Musli in itself combined all the elements of the radical doctor's teachings on nutrition. Not only was it conceived as the main dish for breakfast and dinner, Bircher-Benner claimed that its nutritional content was as close to mother's milk as could be. Furthermore, unlike most of the pre-packaged Muslis sold in supermarkets, or that advocated by the representatives of the current whole grain philosophy, the main ingredients in the original Musli were not cereals but fresh fruit: 200 grams of apple per helping, with only a tablespoon of well soaked ground oats, some finely grated nuts for protein and fat, the juice of half a lemon and a tablespoon of sweetened condensed milk.69 Instead of apples, one might add berries or other fruit; Bircher-Benner chose apples because they kept fresh even in winter and because he had himself experienced their curative power. Again and again, he told the story of how he had overcome jaundice: his fiancee, a chemist's daughter from Alsace, had fed him chopped apples.
The Swiss health reformer knew that the use of industrially processed milk went against the grain of his basic argument. Yet he adopted it for reasons of hygiene. In any case, he was not averse to compromise when it helped him to convey his main point. Thus, he added oats to his Musli mainly because people thought that they gave more strength than other cereals, which was, as he said, an unfounded belief.70 In fact, oats do contain more protein than any other cereal.
The original Musli was a frugal dish, and intentionally so, because it was meant to be the essential part of any diet at the clinic. He kept the number of different diets as low possible. Accordingly, he called it a "dietetic apple dish", which sounds very therapeutic indeed. Yet, unlike Kellogg's various types of health food, it did not originate in a medical practice or a clinical laboratory, but was inspired by a dish which Bircher-Benner was served by a woman cowherd on a hiking tour in the Swiss Alps, or so he claimed.71 Whether true or not, the story fits well with Bircher-Benner's conviction that rural people in pre-industrial times were much healthier than people in the cities, thanks to their frugal and mainly vegetarian diets. Musli, then, was a reminder of a golden age when men's and women's lives were (presumably) in tune with providential nature, when society had not yet been ripped apart by all sorts of social conflicts, when all was harmony.
The quest for wholeness was another of those basic tenets in Bircher-Benner's thinking which were transferred to the Musli. He insisted again and again that it was essential to add not only the finely grated apple pulp to the Musli, but every bit of the apple, including the peel and the core. In the same vein, the raw vegetable platter was meant to be a mixture of chopped leaves and grated roots with their different textures, nutritive properties and colours.
Bircher the 1990s we have a situation similar to that of a century ago: again, there is the phenomenon of new social movements which are challenging established thinking across a broad range of issues described by the term "ecology". Within this context, once again, alternative nutritionists and health activists are formulating a counter-agenda to the established academic doctrine, with its generous state-financed research budgets. This agenda is, on the one hand, rooted in an older, holistic world-view, and, on the other, is being scientifically underpinned with increasing success, as ecology develops into an academic discipline in its own right.
The so-called "esoteric" doctrines are winning ever more support from parts of the academic community, as is shown by the establishment at the University of GieBen of a department in the new field of "Nutritional Ecology" with Claus Leitzmann and others with origins in conventional medical dietetics and nutritional research, who are confirming the critique raised by "alternative medicine" of the turn of the century, as well as of today's vegetarians.76 Max Bircher-Benner's concepts and those of his predecessors, which in 1900 were still regarded as "visionary", constitute a bridge to pre-modern, traditional societies, which were for them a direct point of contact. That bridge is available to today's much more scientifically grounded "alternative medicine", providing a link both to ancient and medieval doctrines and to folk wisdom.
Clearly, many nutrition-based illnesses cannot be treated by established medical forms unless accompanied by a change in diet. Clearly, too, the crisis of the Western health system is, among other things, indirectly a funding crisis caused by mistaken nutrition. The mistake, as it was a century ago, is "too much of a good thing"-of foods which, in the concentrations consumed today, should be viewed more as drugs than as nourishment. These foods are the result of a system that produces solely for the market, not for human beings ("consumers"). The very transition to a vegetarian diet can have a healing effect; as in 1900, today's "vegetarians" and natural-health advocates argue that a vegetarian diet not only helps the individual, but can also help to bring about a more just global social order. 75 
